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Dear Kelly,
Representations to the South Staffordshire Local Plan Review- Issues and Options Consultation
Land at Lawnswood Road, Stourbridge
We have prepared the following submission in response to the South Staffordshire Local Plan Review Issues
and Options Consultation, on behalf of our clients, Folkes Holdings and Clowes Developments.
Folkes Holdings and Clowes Developments are promoting a residential development site to the north and
south of Lawnswood Road. We have presented the context of the site below. This submission includes our
responses to the following questions which are specified in the Issues and Options Consultation document:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Question 1
Question 3
Question 4
Question 6
Question 7
Question 8
Question 9
Question 10
Question 17

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Question 18
Question 19
Question 22
Question 28
Question 30
Question 63
Question 64
Question 70
Question 82

Site Context
Folkes Holdings’ land is located to the south of Lawnswood Road, Stourbridge and has a total gross area of
approximately 58 hectares (143 acres). The site is bounded by the A449 to the west, Lawnswood Road to the
north, the settlement of Stourbridge to the east and Stourbridge Canal to the south. For reference, a site
location plan can be found in Appendix 1.
Clowes Developments land is located to the north of Lawnswood Road that has a total gross area of 84.5
hectares (209 acres). We are aware of other land to the north and west of Clowes Developments land
(owned by the Roberts Family) that has a gross area of 31.9ha (79 acres). If promoted jointly, this could
provide a strategic growth opportunity of approximately 174.4ha for SSDC. For reference a site location plan
can be found in Appendix 1.
Folkes Holdings’, Clowes Developments (and Roberts Family’s) land is located within the Green Belt. The
st
Black Country Green Belt Review was commissioned on 21 September 2018 with an anticipated publication
date of 28th February 2019. This review will form part of the evidence base for the Black Country Plan.
Presently, there are three planned stages to the Green Belt Review:
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1. The Green Belt Purposes Study- this study will assess the South Staffordshire and Black Country
Green Belt in order to identify strategic land and measure their performance against green belt
purposes
2. The Green Belt Assessment- building upon the conclusions from Stage 1, this stage will assess the
sustainability and infrastructure constraints/opportunities by conducting high-detailed constraints
mapping.
3. A Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Assessment- this stage will assess the landscape sensitivity
and capacity of the development opportunities identified.
As and when this document becomes publically available, we will comment on its conclusions, in relation to
our clients land.
Stourbridge is a sustainable settlement in Dudley Borough Council’s Authority Boundary. The site is
approximately 970m (walking distance) to the settlement of Stourbridge which offers a range of services and
facilities. We consider that this site is located adjacent to a sustainable settlement and is deliverable.
Therefore, it should be allocated for residential development in SSDC’s Local Plan Review.
Local Plan Review Consultation Reponses
Question 1: Are there any other strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats to South
Staffordshire that you feel should be identified in the Local Plan? If yes, then please provide details.
Should anything be deleted?
We have considered the SWOT analysis undertaken in Table 2. We consider that with regards to
‘opportunities’ a clearer and greater emphasis should be placed on the role of peripheral areas of South
Staffordshire’s authority boundary accommodating housing and employment needs of the District and the
Greater Birmingham the HMA. Table 2 should be amended to reflect this.
We consider that the need for South Staffordshire to accommodate additional housing for the Greater
Birmingham HMA should be referred to as an opportunity. Table 2 should be amended to reflect this.
Question 3: Do you have any comments on the vision, and objectives to deliver the vision set out
above? If yes, then please provide details
As presented in 3.38, we have considered SSDC’s proposed vision and objectives. Number 10, an
environmental strategic objective, seeks to ‘protect the Green Belt as far as possible ensuring that where
Green Belt release is necessary that compensatory improvements to the environment quality and
accessibility of remaining Green Belt’. We suggest that any land proposed to be removed from Green Belt,
should be assessed on balance with the housing need of the District and the wider HMA, in accordance with
the National Planning Policy Framework (‘NPPF’).
As the Greater Birmingham Strategic Growth Study concluded that there is an identified housing shortfall of
approximately 60,855 dwellings within the Greater Birmingham HMA area, we consider special circumstances
exist to justify the release of land from the Green Belt within the District, in accordance with paragraph 137 of
the NPPF.
We consider that our clients land promotes a sustainable pattern of development and does not serve the five
purposes as presented in paragraph 134 of the NPPF. As such, we suggest our clients land is promoted
through the Local Plan Review and considered deliverable for residential development.
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Question 4: Do you think that the key evidence set out in Table 3 is sufficient to support the
preparation of the Local Plan Review? If not, what additional evidence is required?
We acknowledge that Table 3 displays the proposed evidence base to support the Local Plan Review. We
suggest that all documents should be available as soon as possible and be up-to-date, to enable a thorough
review to be conducted.
As it stands, we suggest that the Greater Birmingham HMA Strategic Growth Study, conducted by GL Hearn
in February 2018, should be included as evidence to support the preparation of the Local Plan Review.
Presently, it is unclear how the HMA housing shortfall will be addressed. We understand that the Growth
Study recommends locations across the Greater Birmingham HMA which could be considered for strategic
development. Although our clients land has not been reviewed, we consider that their land promotes a
sustainable pattern of development and could contribute in aiding the District and Greater Birmingham HMA
in meeting the identified housing shortfall. As this document was commissioned by the LPAs to provide a
comprehensive view of the HMA, we consider that in order to show South Staffordshire’s commitment in
addressing the shortfall, this document should be included within the evidence base.
We suggest that further work is conducted across the HMA to take account of the standardised methodology
changes for calculating housing need across the Greater Birmingham HMA. We note that South
Staffordshire’s annual requirement appears to reduce from 259-270 per annum to 245 dwellings per annum.
However, SSDC needs to account for neighbouring authorities such as Dudley and City of Wolverhampton,
that will have significant unmet housing needs. Until the housing needs of the Greater Birmingham HMA is
finalised and understood, SSDC cannot conclude what its housing requirement will be over the proposed plan
period. Therefore, in order for SSDC to devise a robust planning and development strategy, the housing
requirements need to be agreed across the HMA (e.g. Memorandum of Understanding) with strong
supporting evidence.
We consider that SSDC’s Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (‘SHELAA’) (March
2018) contains the most up-to-date housing land availability evidence for the District and should be a key
consideration when assessing new developments and strategic policies. As such, we consider this document
should be included as evidence to support the preparation of the Local Plan Review.
As the latest Strategic Housing Market Assessment (‘SHMA’) available was published in 2017, we suggest
that the SHMA is updated to ensure that the most up-to-date evidence is being used to measure the housing
needs of the District with the aim of predicting growth to meet the demand of new homes for the Local Plan
Review’s Plan Period. We suggest that the SHMA should be updated to base the requirements on the
standardised OAN as well as ensuring it reflects the revised NPPF definition of affordable housing.
We propose that the Housing Strategy (March 2018) should be updated to present the SSDC’s latest housing
supply position as displayed in the SHELAA October 2018. We consider that the most up-to-date evidence
ensures that housing need will be met in the District in addition to accounting for the Greater Birmingham
HMA shortfall and any subsequent revisions to the standardised methodology.
We acknowledge that the IDP makes reference to the Greater Birmingham HMA housing need, however
SSDC need to ensure that the IDP seizes infrastructure requirements associated with each development site
as well as including any requirements that may arise from any revised OAN attributed to the Greater
Birmingham HMA and standard methodology revisions.
As stated in the introduction of this submission, we are aware that the Black Country and South Staffordshire
th
Green Belt Review (including landscape sensitivity and capacity study) is scheduled to be published on 28
February 2019. Therefore, we are unable to make any further comment at this stage.
In respect of what other additional evidence is required, we reserve our position until all evidence base
documents are made publically available.
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Question 6: Do you agree that Option C represents an appropriate and proportionate housing target
for the Local Plan Review, having regard to the Council’s owns needs and the needs of the wider
Greater Birmingham Housing Market Area?
We have assessed the various housing target options displayed in SSDC’s Local Plan Review Issues and
Options Document. We consider that South Staffordshire cannot conclude and finalise what the District’s
housing requirement will be, until the housing need of Greater Birmingham’s HMA is established and
understood.
Question 7: Are there any other options to consider, including a different housing requirement not
included in the range of options above? If so, what evidence is there to support your option?
We suggest that before any Greater Birmingham HMA LPA’s emerging Local Plans are finalised, the housing
requirement across the HMA should be agreed in a Memorandum of Understanding. Presently at a strategic
level, it is uncertain how Greater Birmingham HMA LPA’s propose to re-distribute the housing requirements
arising from the changes prompted by the standardised methodology.
We anticipate that under the Duty to Cooperate, the housing requirement should be addressed
comprehensively across the HMA area to enable each LPA to be able to prepare a local plan. As such,
SSDC should consider an additional option for a differing housing requirement that takes account of the
Greater Birmingham HMA shortfall and standardised methodology changes.
Question 8: Is the plan period of 2018-2037 an appropriate response to the Government’s guidance on
meeting housing needs? Should we consider an alternative plan period?
We consider that the plan period of 2018-2037 proposed by SSDC is appropriate and acceptable. According
to Government’s guidance to meet housing needs, Local Plans should be kept up-to-date. We acknowledge
that SSDC’s Local Development Scheme (‘LDS’) published in October 2018 has timetabled the adoption of
the Local Plan Review to be in July 2022.
Presently, as there is ambiguity over the Greater Birmingham HMA housing shortfall, we consider that it is
unclear as to when an agreement will be made across all HMA authorities. As such, there is uncertainty as to
what degree any housing distribution will affect SSDC’s housing requirement over the plan period.
Question 9: The NPPF requires us to approach all neighbouring authorities before releasing Green
Belt for unmet housing needs and to plan for cross-boundary needs over the most appropriate
functional geography. In light of this, is the Greater Birmingham Housing Market Area the most
appropriate geography over which to address unmet housing needs?
We consider that the Greater Birmingham HMA provides SSDC with the most appropriate geography in order
to address the unmet housing needs.
As already stated, Folkes Holdings land has a gross site area of approximately 58 hectares, with Clowes
Developments and Roberts Family’s land being 84.5 hectares and 31.5 hectares, respectively. When
assessed against the cumulative size of the West Midlands Green Belt (32,089 ha), this equates to 0.54%
being removed from the Green Belt. We consider that by directing new housing towards Black Country urban
extensions, it will ensure that new residents have access to sustainable transport links and provide them with
the necessary facilities and services. It is also likely that a strategic growth opportunity such as an urban
extension is more likely to be in-keeping with the character of the existing built-form, as referenced in SSDC’s
Sustainability Appraisal. As such, we consider that when assessing the benefits this development will
provide, we suggest this justifies a 0.54% release of Green Belt and should be considered deliverable for
residential development.
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Question 10: Should the Council identify additional safeguarded land through the Local Plan? If so,
how much should be identified? Is there an alternative approach that the Council should take?
We propose that SSDC should allocate sufficient housing sites with the aim of meeting the Greater
Birmingham HMA shortfall and the District’s housing need (once established), in order to accord with
Paragraph 139 c) and d) of the NPPF. However, to provide more flexibility, we suggest that SSDC should
allocate additional safeguarded land that are considered deliverable, in the event of any of the allocated sites
not coming forward during SSDC’s plan period.
Question 17: Should the Council introduce a minimum density standard of 35 dwellings per hectare
on all housing sites? If not, what factors should the Council consider when considering setting
minimum density standards?
The importance of planning policies to make efficient use of land is referenced in Paragraph 122 of the
revised NPPF. We consider that if minimum density standards are adopted by SSDC, this could lead to
greater inflexibility for developers and could impact achieving well-designed developments.
We propose that SSDC should avoid the inclusion of a blanket density requirement and suggest that sites
should be assessed on a site by site basis because of differing site contexts and site specific circumstances
such as flooding and heritage.
Question 18: Are the Council’s revised Rural Settlement Hierarchy and the Rural Settlement Hierarchy
Study (2018) robust and consistent with national policy?
The Issues and Options document refers to SSDC needing to consider options outside of existing villages
that might offer sustainable options to accommodate growth, such as freestanding new settlements or
development on the edge of towns and cities that are bordered by South Staffordshire. We consider the
revised Settlement Hierarchy should be amended to reflect this statement, in order for SSDC to encourage a
mix of housing growth options.
Question 19: Which of the following Spatial Distribution Policy Options do you think should be
pursued? Are there any other options to consider, including any strategy which aims to provide a
mixture of the policy options set out above?
We support Spatial Distribution Policy D. With reference to Folkes Holdings, Clowes Developments (and
possibly the Roberts Family’s) land, the net developable area (taking account of environmental and land
constraints) would yield approximately 1,812- 2,235 dwellings based on an assumption of the land being 50%
developable and a housing yield assumption of 30-37 dwellings per hectare.
We consider that, notwithstanding this site is adjacent to the large and sustainable settlement of Stourbridge,
we suggest that by placing larger urban extensions on the fringe of neighbouring urban areas, it will enable
SSDC to meet the housing needs of the District and the wider HMA. In addition, as referenced in Question 9,
we consider that by directing new housing towards Black Country urban extensions, it will ensure that new
residents have access to sustainable transport links and provide them with the necessary facilities and
services. It is also likely that an urban extension will be in-keeping with the character of the existing built-form,
as referenced in SSDC’s Sustainability Appraisal.
We consider that although SUEs have longer lead-in times, this will aid SSDC in meeting housing needs
arising later on in the plan period, whilst encouraging greater infrastructural and facility investment.
Additionally, we agree with the Council’s statement that notes these larger urban extensions will be located in
close proximity to the areas from which most of the wider unmet housing need originates.
However, we note that in order to meet housing need, a wide variety of sites will be required which may range
from small (1-25 dwellings) sites in a rural area to medium/large (26-500 dwellings) sites on the edge of large
and sustainable settlements as well as new settlement opportunities and sustainable urban extensions
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(500+). The Spatial Distribution Policy for the District should incorporate all of the options set out in this
Issues and Options Document.
Question 22: Has the Council identified the key factors which should inform which of the Spatial
Distribution Policy Option(s) is taken forward in the Local Plan Review? If not, what other factors
should inform the spatial distribution of development?
We have considered the key factors listed in 6.1. We suggest that as the GL Hearn Strategic Growth Study
(February 2018) was commissioned by the Greater Birmingham HMA LPA’s in order to provide a
comprehensive view of housing needs, this study should be referenced when selecting the preferred spatial
distribution. This study also recommends various locations across the HMA which could be considered for
strategic development, some of which are in South Staffordshire. As such, 6.1 should be amended to include
the GL Hearn Strategic Growth Study (February 2018) in order to inform which Spatial Distribution Policy
Options are taken forward in the Local Plan Review.
Question 28: Which of the above option(s) do you think should be pursued? Are there any other
options to consider?
Paragraph 60 of the revised NPPF circumstances that “strategic policies should be informed by a local
housing need assessment, conducted using the standard method in national planning guidance unless
exceptional circumstances justify an alternative approach which also reflects current and future demographic
trends and market signals”. As such, we consider that ‘Option A: Continue with current policy of encouraging
a variety of housing options of new development, guided by the SHMA’ should be adopted by SSDC, to
accord with the NPPF.
National housebuilders have bestowed interests in building a product that is deliverable and meets market
demands. As such, we propose that SSDC does not adopted a fixed housing mix, as this could impact
viability and obstruct development.
Question 30: Which of the above option(s) do you think should be pursued? Are there any other
options to consider?
Paragraph 34 of the revised NPPF states that plans should set the level of affordable housing provision,
however, the provision should not undermine deliverability. As such, to accord with this policy, we consider
that any affordable housing policy introduced by SSDC should be supported by evidence as well as ensuring
that the affordable housing provision is subject to viability.
Question 63: Which of the above option(s) do you think should be pursued? Are there any other
options to consider?
Option A: Continue with the current approach of using Section 106 payments to fund all types of
infrastructure as currently
Option B: Explore the opportunity to implement a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) for the Local
Plan Review
Presently, the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government (‘MHCLG’) are seeking to reform the
Community Infrastructure Levy (‘CIL’) by making the process of development contributions more transparent
and less complex, following the publication of the Housing White Paper in February 2017. The MHCLG has
acknowledged that the Regulation 123 list, has never given certainty as to what exactly the CIL payments will
be used for. As such the MHCLG has proposed that LPAs should publish an ‘Infrastructure Statement’ on an
annual basis to identify future plans for using CIL funds. Due to this proposed reform, we reserve our position
to comment on what option above should be pursued until the government’s position is certain.
We propose that SSDC should release an initial ‘Infrastructure Statement’ in order to assess Folkes Holding
Land with respect to Paragraph 57 of the revised NPPF.

6

Question 64: Should the Local Plan Review carry forward Policy EQ13 of the adopted Core Strategy
which outlines instances development contributions will be sought? Are there any other cases where
contributions should be required?
Policy EQ13 of the adopted Core Strategy is a useful starting point to accord with paragraph 57 of the NPPF,
however we consider that this policy should be supplemented with details of the likely financial contributions
that would be sought for development, prior to submission.
Question 70: Which of the above option(s) do you think should be pursued? Are there any other
options to consider?
We propose that due to the Greater Birmingham HMA housing shortfall of approximately 60,855 dwellings
that very special circumstances exist to justify the release of Green Belt land in the District. We suggest that
land released from the Green Belt should be adjacent to the most sustainable settlements as these localities
are likely to improve infrastructure and facilities.
We also suggest that as South Staffordshire has a high percentage of Green Belt land, SSDC should ensure
that any policies and/or documents relating to Green Belt should contain the most up-to-date evidence.
As such, we suggest that ‘Option B: Update Policy GB1 of the adopted Core Strategy setting out the list of
Green Belt exceptions reflecting national policy; also update the existing Green Belt Supplementary Planning
Document (SPD) that defines the key terms and what this means for South Staffordshire’ should be pursued
by SSDC.
Question 82: Do you agree with policy themes above that have been identified as requiring a strategic
policy?
We have considered all strategic policies listed in Section 10. We consider that ‘space about dwellings and
international space standards’ does not require a strategic policy and should be assessed on a site by site
basis due to varying site specific circumstances. We suggest that ‘space about dwellings and international
space standards’ should be assessed the same as ‘parking provision’ and ‘design and residential amenity’.
We look forward to engaging with the council’s policy team regarding these matters in due course. Please
contact me should you have any queries.
Yours sincerely,

Michael Davies
Planning Director
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Appendix 1
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